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PER CURI AM

Kenneth Louis Davis appeals from the judgnent of the
district court convicting himfor his role in a series of arned
robberi es and sentencing himto 762 nonths inprisonnent. Finding
no error, we affirm

Davis first clains that the district court abused its
discretion by limting his cross-examnation of Ella Mallory to
expl ore her potential bias. W agree with the district court that
the renot eness of an unspecified altercation between Mallory’ s son
and anot her Governnent w tness was | acking in any probative val ue.
Mor eover, despite the court’s adnonition, Davis inquired into the
area of Mallory's potential bias, rendering error, if any,

harm ess. See ldaho v. Wight, 497 U S. 805, 823 (1990) (applying

harm ess error standard of Chapman v. California, 386 U S. 18

(1967), in context of Confrontation C ause challenge). We deny
relief on this claim

Davis next asserts that the district court erred in
denying his notion for a judgnment of acquittal because “no rational
juror could find that M. Davis matched the hei ght and build of the
r obber.” (Appellant’s Br. at 23). A jury’'s verdict “nust be
sustained if there is substantial evidence, taking the view nost

favorable to the Governnent, to support it.” United States v.

d asser, 315 U.S. 60, 80 (1942). This court does not weigh the

evidence or determne the credibility of the wtnesses. Uni t ed



States v. Sun, 278 F.3d 302, 313 (4th Cr. 2002). Qur review of

the record discloses substantial evi dence supporting the
identification of Davis as the robber of the Exxon gas station,
not wi t hst andi ng t he di screpanci es anong some W tnesses’
descriptions of the robber’s height. W wll not substitute our
judgment for that of the jury on this factual matter. Accordingly,
we |ikew se deny relief on this claim

W affirm the judgnent of the district court. W
di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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